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First of all it is important to explain in what sense I am using the word 'religion'. It has nothing to do 

with any institution (however I will return the concept of institution later) but when talking about 

religion I mean a surplus of being, which is beyond the representation (Alain Badiou).  

 

It is also important to talk about the 'butterfly effect' disagreement. I am not negating the fact, I am 

just saying that in the process of  'cause – and – effect' I am intrigued by 'and', by the very act of 

translating one action into another. 

 

Rob Sawyer is talking about derivatives, also to illustrate how people ARE connected even if they 

do not interact directly (the restaurant / Starbuck example from my talk). I do not have a problem 

with it at all, but again – I am interested in a process of creation of these derivatives. 

 

However, there is a fundamental difference between Rob and I – Rob believes in determinism, I 

don’t (post-catholic predjudice of free will, maybe?). This is probably also a reason why I still 

prefer Badiou and believe that revolution is possible, and Rob (and I guess also Dave and others) 

are closer to DeLanda and don’t believe in revolution, but rather in a capitalism as the ultimate end 

of the history.  

 

I have two ethical problems with this approach. First of all, it is post-humanistic: for my dear 

opponents the system (capitalism) is important, the way how it works in a trial and error mode. For 

them, capitalism is 'natural' and therefore inevitable. I always prefer culture over nature. I do not 

care about the system, I care about individual human beings. 

 

The second problem I have, is with the concept of assemblage. I have a problem with the idea of 

reconfiguration where the same elements are put together in a different way and by this very 

process creating novelty. Again – it is a very 'naturalistic' idea. It misses a concept of any aim and 

when joined with social darwinism leads to acceptance of the world as it is and the fact that the rich 

will 'eat' the poor. 

 

My first talk started with a discussion of ethical dimension of 'we are 99% movement'. This is a 

fundamental issue – ethics is a part of culture and it tends to overcome nature. Therefore, we can 

talk about two economic logics. One is 'natural', or maybe better to be called 'internal'. The aim of 

this logic is an economic growth, but in fact it is just entropy.  

 

The other would be called a 'cultural' or 'external'. For this logic the aim is always outside the 

strictly economic realm. Economic growth is just a tool (one of many) to achieve non-economic 

goals. This is a case of the Soviet Union or China – political goals were / are more important than 

'just growth'. For this logic the act of overcoming the existing paradigm is crucial, in my opinion 

only from this perspective any real change (revolution?) is possible.  

 

Another difference between these two logics is, that the former cannot create strong subjects other 

than just corporations focused on financial gain, while the latter needs strong subject (national state, 

church, global government, etc.) to exist. 

 

The strong subject is another important issue I was talking about. The strong subject is able to go 

beyond an existing paradigm, to engage with a realm beyond representation (yes, I am referring to 

Badiou's concept of Event). On practical level (and here is another point where I – probably – 

strongly disagree with my dear opponents) would prefer institutions over self-organized crowd (or 



any kind of 'people's democracy' as we can observe on the streets nowadays). 

 

The matter of money as a language is also important. I was reading Jadwiga Staniszkis analyses of 

collapse of real socialism using Christian Marazzi perspective. Dave's comment about feedback was 

right – but this is exactly part of understanding money as a language. Feedback is a part of a process 

of communication.  If money is a language, the question is about its flaws. As Zizek reminds us 

(refering to Ayn Rand) money is a universal and liberating tool. However, money – as any language 

– could be (and in fact – is!) corrupted. Therefore, the problem is not about rejecting 

money/language, but rather about re-defining it, to make it more effective but also closely related to 

human body and soul. 

 

The last bit of my talk was about the void. I do agree with Rob's comment that void cannot be a 

physical space, but is a relationship between the space and its surrounding. Therefore, void is an 

interface, is a 'space' where derivatives are created. 

 

Void is life itself, the only true Real.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


